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SUMMARY

The purpose of the study was to determine if training in teaching
strategies would result in use of a wider variety of teaching strategies.

Two methods of training were tested. The first was basically’
didactic. A video taped model of the strategy was shown to the trainees.
The elements of the strategy were analyzed and discussed. In micro-
teaching situations the trainees attempted to reproduce the strategy.
Trainees learned four teaching strategies : m Joyce's Models of Teach-
ing: Taba's inductive strategy, Bruner's cuucept attainment strategy,
Suchman's inquiry strategy, and Ausubel's advance organizer strategy.
The trainees also learned to use two classrcom observational systems %o
analyze and discriminate teaching behaviors: Joyce's System for
Analyzing the Oral Communicaticns of Teachers and the Cooperative
Educational Research Laboratory, Inc. Classification of Verbal Behavior.

In the second training method, basically eclectic, no models were
presented. Rather, the trainees were taught the process of creating or
triggering teaching behaviors from the observational systems. Trainees
planned lessons where specific behaviors could occur and tried out the
plans in microteaching situations. : -

The experiment consisted of three groups of subjects, The control
or baseline group was student teachers in home economics who had only
the traditional preparation prior to student teaching (#=34). They did
their student teaching fall quarter. -The didactic group (N=27) was
trained fall quarter and did their student teaching winter quarter, The
eclectic group (N=23) was trained winter quarter and did their student
teaching spring quarter. -

The variety of teaching strategies used by each subject while
student teaching was measured. by tape recordings. Four lessons were

' taped each week. The tapes werxe analyzed according to Joyce's System.
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INTRODUCTION

The overall purpose of this study was to determine how to provide
prospective teachers with a variety of available teaching strategies.
Observational studies of the classroom, such as those by Aschner,
Bellack, and Hudgins and Ahibrand, have indicated that teachers exhibit
a very limited repertoire of teaching strateg:.es.1 These studies
support Flanders' rule of two-thirds which states that teachers do two-
thirds of the talking in the classroom and two-thirds of that talk is
structured and direct.Z2 = Also, Stevens found 80 percent of the class-
room talk devoted to asklng, answering and reacting to factual, memory-
level quesf‘lons.3 TE

Different teaching strategies are differentially effective for
certain kinds of learning. For example, Taba found that narrow question-
ing by teachers controlled and limited the cognltlve functioning of
pupils and actually inhibited productive mental activity.4 Wittrock

found different strategles were needed for exposrrory than for discovery ME

learnlng.5

Different strategies are needed far different kinds of learners.
The classic study by Heil, Powell and Feifer found different strategies
effective with learners of varying characteristics.® Not all learrers

i
1M. J. Aschner, The analyS1s of verbal 1nteract10n in the classroom. In i]
A.. A. Bellack (ed ), Theory and research in teaching, Teachers College
Press, 1963; A. A. Bellack, et al,,The language of the classroom,
Teachers College Press, 1966; and B, B, Hudgins and W. P. Ahlbrand,
A study of classroom interaction and thinking, Central Midwestern
Regional Education Laboratory, 1967. -

P

2N, A. Flanders, Teach~~ irfl.one’  upil attitudes, and achievement, :-
Coop. Res. Monograph No. 12, Office of Educatlon, u. S. Department of
Health Education and Welfare, 1965.

’..A,e,;.,.v.g'

3R. Stevens, Thb—qpestlov as a measure of. eff101ency in 1nstruct10n. _A
‘eritical ssudy-of classrom:practice, Teachers‘College, Columbla Unzve*-
s1Ly, Comtrlhwclons to Educatlon Vo.‘48“ :

-

4y, Taba, Teacthg strategies for cognltlve‘growth. In E M. Bower &EWeide
Hollvster (eds.), Behav1oral ‘science" frontlers in educatlon, Wlley.,1967.

PR

5M. C. Wittrock, The 1earn1n¢ by dlscovery hypothes1s. in L. Shulm&n;a
W. Kles‘ar (eds ), Learnrggfgy dlscoveriJ Rand McNally, 1966

o

pr—
P

6L. M. - He11 M. POWell & I, Felfer, Characterlstlcs ‘of - teacher behammmr
~and’ competeucy Yelated tothe achievement' of ‘different’ kinds of -

'chlldrem im sevaral elementargggrades, Offlce of Testing and Reseallh
Brooklym lelege, 1960. - v
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learn in the same ways. Some learners learn better under highly
structured, teacher-directed strategies while others learn more from
cooperative, student-centered teaching.’

Different strategies have different effects on learners. Work by
Harvey and his associates has shown that structured and authoritarian
strategies result in more dependence on the teacher, more concreteness
in pupil responses, and less cooperation and involvement in the class-
room.8 Integrative and indirect teaching strategies have been showm
to produce more involvement, more abstractness in responses, greater
independence, and less anxiety.?

If the goal of education is to produce persons who are question-
ing, inventive, original, and creative, teachers need to be able to use
a variety of teaching strategies -- for different educational purposes
and for different kinds oif learners. Educational ends demand more than
one way of teaching. . The teacher who cannot vary his style is limited.
He needs to be able consciously to select from a repertoire of
strategies that will obtain different objectives and induce different
students to learn. Different teaching behaviors are appropriate to
different ends. Some lessons should be sequenced and directed. Others
should be emerging and cooperative. Because of the past history of

7D. E. Hunt, A conceptual systems change model and its application to
education. In O. J. Harvey (ed.), Experience, structure and adapt-
ability, Springer, 1966; D. W. Stuempfig & M. L. Maehr, The effects o’
conceptual structure and personal quality of feedback on.motivatior.,
paper read at American Educational Research Association annual meet-
ing, Minneapolis, 1970; ani P. D. Tomlinson & D. E. Hunt, The
differential effectiveness of three teaching strategies for students
of high and low conceptual levels, paper read at American Educational
Research Association . annual meeting, Minneapolis, 1970.

SH.wH.;Anderson.&,J,,ngBrewer,iStudies-of classroom teachers' person-
alities I1I: Effects of teachers' dominative and integrative contacts

- on children's classroom behavior, Applied Psychology-Mbnographs,
No.. 8, 1946; O. J. Harvey, et al., Teachers' beliefs, clasroom
atmosphe;e,andhstudent,behavior,lAmericanwEducational Research Journal,
1968, 5, 151-166; and O.. J. Harvey,:et. al., Teachers' belief systems

, Journal of Educational Psychology,. 1966,

- and preschool atmosphere
57, 373-381.

9Anderson & Brewer, loc. cit.; N. A. Flanders, Personal-social anxiety
,a33a fa¢E6f inféxpefiméhtali1Eéfﬁiﬁgféituéticﬁs;mJournal:of Educational
Research, ‘1951, 45, 100-110; Harvey, et al., American Educational Re-
“Search Journal, 1968, 5, 151-166; and Harvey, et al., Journal of

:]Eal;zcatioﬁafr-Psyeﬁalo;gy“,k_j;A1_Mj96_'6.'_‘_,__,5’7,1;, 373-38L., .




teaching (i.e., the persistence of recitation and lecturing strategies)l0
teachers need to acquire inductive, cooperative strategies rather than
continue using direct verbal instruction. However, the intent is for
the teacher to have available a variety of strategies.

Measurement of Teaching Strategies

A strategy is a set of verbal behaviors employed as a means of
achieving a content objective. Thus strategies involve goals and the
ways teachers behave in achieving such goals.

Teaching strategies rzage from the highly directive, where most of
the ideas are identified in advance and presented to the learner, to the
inductive and cooperative, where teacher and students work together to
attack problems. Teaching strategies also range from mass methods to
the highly personal or individual. They specify the wmeans that are to
be used to achieve the goal. '

The function of a teaching strategy is to provide a model around
which an educational environment can be built. Smith has identified two
basic dimensions of strategy.ll The treatment dimension concerns the type
and sequence of operatiomns that the teacher and students enter into; the
focus is cognitive. The control dimension deals with those:operations
that the teacher uses to guide and control the participation of learners;
the focus is on the learner's behavior. ;

Joyce has identified several aspects of teaching strategies that
can be acted on: (1) syntax or structure, i.e., the phases of activity,
purpose of each phase, and relationships between. phases, (2) social
systems, (3) principles which govern the responses or reactions by
teachers. to the activity of the learner, and (4) support systems re-
quired.12 ‘ “ S |

Syntax as referred to by Joyce is very gimilar to Smith's treatment

dimension. . The social system: created and the principles. of reaction of

10y;" A, Flanders,.Teacher/influence in the classroom. ‘In A. A, Bellack

(ed;);;Thed"yﬂaﬁd“réséarChqiﬁwtéaéhing,gTeachers’College Press, 1963;
andﬂJ;fHoetkerf&gW;;P.JAhlbfahd;ﬁTheupersiétéﬁdexbf]recitatibnfj,?f

. American Educational Research.Journal, 1969, 6, 145-167. -

11B.:0;.Smith;“et al,, A tentative‘repbrt on'thé strategies of teaching,
U, S. 0.:E, Coop. Res. Project No,. 164G, University of Illinois,’l964.

12g, R.deyée}be&eIﬁfof"fééﬁhiﬁé,inﬁ‘3; R;on§qg;HThe teacher-

‘innovator: A program to Ereééfe teachers;iSuperlntEndent~of~DoEuménts
Catalog No. Fs 5,258.58021, U.'S. Government Printing Office, 1968.



Joyce make up Smith's control dimension, Joyce, along with classroom
teachers, recognizes the importance of adequate support systems.

For the purposes of this study a teaching strategy was defined as
the process of the verbal development of the content or subject matter
of the lesson, including what pupil behaviors are sanctioned and how,
how and by whom classroom procedures and standards are developed or
imposed, and what kinds of responses pupils make.

Teaching strategies were operationally defined from the Joyce
system. The strategy used was identified as lecturing when the score on
the teacher "delivering information" (I-4)% was greater than 60 percent.

A recitation strategy consisted of a narrow question asked by the
teacher, followed by a short response by the pupil. The pupil's response
elicits a sanctioning attainment response from the teacher., Then the
cycle begins again with another questiomn, Operationally, a recitation
strategy is indicated by a score greater than 60 per cent on 'question-
ing for precise answers' (I-3). It is accompanied by very high scores
on “sanctioning attainment' (S-3) and "student pre-~structured response'
(R-3).

An amplified recitation strategy consisted of the teacher asking a
narrow question, followed by a pupil's short response which elicited an
attainment sanction. This was followed by the teacher delivering a few
comments and asking another question to start the cycle again. The
teachers comments are of a clarifying or expanding nature on the pupil's
response or delivering information relative to the next question to be
asked. This strategy was defined as scores of 50 percent + 5 percent on
"questioning students for precise answers'' (I-3) and "delivering infor-
mation" (I-4). Like the recitation strategy, it is accompanied by high
scores on "sanctioning attainment' (S-3) and "student pre-structured re-
sponse' (R-3). - ’

A reflective teaching strategy is defined by Hunt and Joyce as one
which utilizes :the_learner ‘s frame of reference tc “encouriage questioning
or hypothesizing.’ They have operationally defined reflective teaching

_as scores greater than 10 per cent on "helping students. theorize" (I1-1)

and "helping students toward self-expression" (I-2). Reflective teach-
ing is accompaniéd'by"high‘scores'on'"sanctioning"search behavior" (S-1),

*Refers tb-qategoriESfbf'the.JoycefSyétem;
13,. E. Bunt & B;'R;‘de¢e;'Teachér“traiﬁééjpersbnalifyLénd:initial

teaching style, American Educational Research Journal, 1967, 4,
253-259. e .




“ganctioning self-expression” (S-a), and "student original response"
(R"‘l) .

Flanders® rule of two-thirds states that teachers do two-thirds of
the talking in the classroom. A teaching strategy in which pupils do
more than their one-third share of the talking is identified as pupil
participation. When the ratio of pupil talk to teacher talk was greater
than 1:2 the strategy was designated as pupil participation.

Prescriptive planning is the name given to the strategy in which
the teacher imposes plans or standards, either his own or those of an
authority. Scores greater than 28 on "jmposing a plan or procedure"
(P-3) and "imposing a standard of performance" (P-4) are designated as
prescriptive planning.

Cooperative or teacher-pupil planning is the term used to designate
the teaching strategy in which the teacher tries to involve the pupils
in helping determine the plan, procedure, or standard (P-1 and P-2),.
Scores greater than 10 on P-1 and P-2 are indicative of teacher-pupil
planning.

Purposes and Hypotheses

Teacher education programs traditionally make students aware of
the fact that there are different teaching strategies, but no deliberate
attempts are made to teach strategies to prospective teachers. No
efforts are mzde to give them a viable, workable repertoire of strate-
.gies. It is taken for granted that since prospective teachers have been
told about a variety of teaching strategies they '"know'" them.

. The purposes of the study were (1) to determine whether teachers do
jndeed "know'' a variety of teaching strategies well enough.to be able to
use them or if specific training in teaching strategies is meeded, and
(2)»to’determine,which,of»two‘methods,of,training teachers to use a

-greater variety of teaching strategies. is more effective. -

-‘-The“hypotheses.tested.wgfe:“

. 1. There is no.difference between:those trained in ..
teaching strategies and those not trained with
respect to the variety of teaching strategies

exhibited during student teaching. : E
2. There is no relatiomship between the training . .-
'~ method used and the variety of teaching strategies
. exhibited.bygthe,tra;nges;duping.studenp;teachingt

[
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METHODS ANC PROCEDURES

Two different methods of training prospective teachers in a variety
of teaching strategies were implemented through a three credit elective
course offered fall and winter quarters 1970-71 for home economics
students, prior to student teaching. During the fall quarter, the
didactic training method was implemented; the eclectic training method
was used wirter quarter,

Before beginning the actual training. some experience in the obzer-
vation of teaching was mecesssry in order to discriminate and analyze
various teaching behaviors. Trainees learned two classroom observation-
al systems. The observational systems served as a tool for developing
the trainee's skill in observation .and analysis of teaching and provided
the framework within which to conceptualize teaching.

Since any classroom observational system includes only certain
aspects of the total classroom situation and ignores others, more than
one system .is needed by the teacher candidate in order to analyze the
total situation.l4 Two observational systems were selected for use in
the training procedures. The first was Joyce's System for Analyzing
the Oral Communications of Teachers.l3 This system has been usad
successfully in identifying styles of'teaching.l6 Since the Joyce
System categorizes only teacher talk, several categories were.added to
classify pupil talk. (Description of the -additional categories is

- found in the Appendix.)

The second observation instrument, the CERLI Verbal Behavior
Classification System is a flexible two-dimensional instrument combining

_143; B. Brown, Multidimensionality: A téchniquevfor studying the class-~

room, paper read at American Educatfonal Research Association annual
meeting, Minneapolis, 1970.

158, R. Joyce & B. Harootunian, The structure of teaching, Science Re-

search Associates, 1967.

16gee, for example, C. Rathbone & B..Harootunian, Teachers' information
handling when grouped with students.by conceptual level, paper read.
at American.Educétional’REéearChfAschiatiOn?annual meeting, New York,
1971; M.AA.,Sepé:soﬂ,,ThgjgeachinQQStYIESkof'StﬁdehtftgachefSﬁgs“'f
related to the teaching styles-of their cooperating teachers, paper
read at American Educational Research;ASSOCiation;annual meeting, New
‘York, 1971;:and P. D. Murphy, Conceptualijstems;and‘teaching:styles,g
paper~read‘at’American?EducationaIAReéearch‘ASSOCiétionaaﬁhdal“meet;'"

-ing, Minneapolis,,l970;3



four process categories: ~seek, inform, accept, and reject, with four
substantive categories: memory, productiveseritical thinking, expressed
emotion, and class management.17 This..system- emplovs a time dimension
not found in the Joyce System. ~

- The Joyce System was taught at the beg1nning of the training; CERLI
system was taught later. "Audio - tape recorded lessons: taught’ by ‘'student
teachers-in home economics ‘during ‘the1969-70 school year were used in
training the students to use the'coding systems. - Teacher candidates’
learned to use each system.by identifying teaching: behaviors from audio
tape recordings of teaching episodes and placing them in the categories
prov1ded by the system. ‘ , :

-After the students learned to discriminate various teaching be-:

haviors using the Joyce System (approximately one ‘week of practice was
required) the actual training in teaching strategies began.

Didactic Training Method

The didactic training method, implemented fall quarter, involved
the presentation of audio and video taped models of the teaching
strategies to be learned :

While there are: as many possible teaching strategies -as imagina-
tive tcachers can create, Joyce, in '"Models of Teaching," has identified
a number of teaching strategies based on:theoretical models- of educa~-
tion.18 Of these, four strategies were selected as’ particularly rele-
vant to the obJectives and the structure of knowledge of home economics.
The four were' RO . A ) N ¥ . :

: ;,;A L ,‘-; o

l, vAn indactive teaching strategy developed from the work
~ of Hilda Taba.
2. A strategy for inducing- students to attain concepts
> -.derived from:.work by Jerome Bruner: and. associates.
3. An inqulry training model. developed from work of

FON

17Cooperative Educational Research Laboratory, Inc., CERLI Verbal-b
‘",QBehaVior Classification Sys‘emg(CVC), Cooperative”Educat‘onal

vi;Eh;G. Boyer (edS') gMirrors:for’behav1or‘ ; 3
“ obser -insty e B, ‘Clagsroom Interaction Newsletter -

\) ;

PAruiitex: provided by enic [
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Richard Suchman. .

4. An advance organizer strategy deri#ed from David Ausubel's
work.19 . L

v The same procedure was used to teach each strategy. First, a
video taped model of the strategy was shown to the students. The video
taped episode depicted a graduatevstudent.iﬁ home economics education
as the teacher with local high school students as the pupils. The-
teacher taught a concept using the strategy. . The video taped models
were approximately twenty minutes in.length.

_ After the video taped model was shown to the students the theory
underlying the model was discussed and phases.of-the»strategy~pointed
out., . At the following class session the investigator taught the
students using the strategy and the elements. of the strategy were again
discussed. '

The students met in small groups for microteaching. Each student
planned a lesson to use the current strategy. La&ssons were taught to
peers, videotaped, and critiqued by peers and the. supervisor, Lessons
were revised as necessary, then taught to.a group of four or five high
school pupils,. video taped, and critiqued by the supervisor. and the
peer group. If the strategy was not successfully reproduced. it was

' :;iﬁformationﬂsheets;;Ofﬁige@pf“EducatiOnﬁRepprtfNor?558458;EUniVersity_ o

19Descriptionsof the strategies are found in Joyce's Models of Teaching.
Additional information necessary to build the strategies 'is reported.
in H, Taba, Teaching strategy and learning, California Journal for

'aﬁInstructionalfImprovementm(December,ﬂ1963),;pp.ﬁ3rl1;AHa.Taba & F, F.

>HE1zey;fTeaching“strategies‘and'thought'proce$Ses; Teachers College -
wRecOrdﬁ(MarCh,:1964),Epp;;524#534;vH;gTaba;;TeachingﬁStrategies;and'
.,COgnitive“functioning]in-elementarYxSéhOol¢Chi1dren;~_Coop.lResearchg
Project No;2402, San Francisco. State College, 1966; H. Taba, Thinking
‘inpelementary.schdol%bhildren,xCOOp;~Researéh ProjectiNo;“1574;;San
Franciso»State‘College;>l964;~Ja:S;gBruner;wThefproeeSs”ofaeducation,
Harvard University Press; 19€l; J. 3. Bruner, Toward -a-theory ' of in-
struction, W..W.: Norton, 19663 J. S. Brumer, et al., Studies in -
_cognitive. growth, Wilgygu1966;;J:;RQ,Suchman,%THe'elementary»school
!;training%prbgramfiﬁ~scientific‘iﬁquigz;uUIvS;ﬁOffiéeuof!Education
-'Prbjéct;Nqa?A@Zl&;,gUniVefSity;ofgIl1iﬁois3wUrbana;:1962;"J5]Rty
"‘Suchman; Inquiry:training; BUildingiSkillsjforﬂautoﬁomousfaiscovery,"
Q,MerrilllPalmerﬂquarterly,5196l§u7;u1475169§ﬂJ;gRJ;Suchmaﬁjwinquiryf'“
aining;inythefelementgryGschQOIQ:SciEﬁcé"TeaCher,]1960; 27, 42=47;
M,PijA#éubéL;é "“7p§&éhbrégyidfimeaningfuléverbalaIearning; Grﬁnef:
: : sg&of%verbayﬁlearning;ﬁ
253 and i3+ Pucely. Theirelative "7
onaliand two-modified methods:of organizing:

of Minnesota, 1966.




revised and a second group of high school pupils was taught.

A nonthreatenlng environment was prov1ded where the students were
encouraged to take risks, praised for attempting to learn new behavior
patterns, praised rather than criticized for experimental failure, and
supported in' their attempts at gself-evaluation and self-anudlysis of
teaching behaviors. Superv1sion and feedback were provided continuous-
ly during the trainimg program through the analysis and critique of
taped lessons. Critique included the use of the ‘previously lezrned
observational systems by both supervisor and college students.

When the strategy was learned, i.e., could be satisfactorily used
with high school pupils, a new strategy was 1ntroduced to the class
following the same procedure. The strategies were presented in the
following order: (1) Taba's irductive strategy, (2) Bruner's concept
attainment strategy, (3) Suchman's inquiry strategy, and (4) Ausubel's
advance organizer strategy. Approximately two weeks were spent on each
strategy.

Thxs. students spent two hours each week in large group sessions
taught oy the investigator wher= the video taped models were presented
and the strategies were explaineZ,  Each student spent at least two
hours per week in the microteaching group. .The supervisor was avail-
able additional hours to assist students in planning or revising
lessons.,

'Eclectlc Tra1n1ng MeLhod

In the eclectlc trainlng method implemented wxnter quarter, Lraln-
ees 1earned the same. two observational systems to analyze and discrimin-
ate teaching behaVLorso_ However, no models of teachlng strategies were

‘:presented “The" trainees bu11t thelr own ‘teaching strategles. Students
‘met:..as a class.for-one hour per week at which. time the process of
‘creating or. "trlggerlng" behaviors ‘found in: the observatlonal systems
was taught. - These’ observatlonal systems comprise a: ‘bank ‘of behaviors
from which: teachers may select. While coding and analyzing taped - -
1essons to 1earn the observational systems, ‘it was noted that certain
.categorles were rarely used; for example,. from . the Joyce System,u“Help-
flng students theorize,ﬂ or from:the: CERLI: System,,"Empathlzes ‘with':feel-

" Students ‘would: then deliberately attempt to bu11d a
1esson in whlch:this behavlor would occur.:The: lnvestlgator used

. numerous technlques hersel'F ">teach1ng th1s ClaSS* : A

< insmall. group 1ab sess1ons"
»In the 1ab SeSSlODS they
PO ”distrate-

A ruitox providsd by enic [IEPSREI .
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theorizz and hypothesize, or asking higher level questions.

In each case, the students endeavored to teach the behavior models
they developed. They taught each other and also taught high school
pupils following the same microteaching procedure, i.e., teach to peers
(video taped), critique, revise, and reteach to high school pupils.
When the student had satisfactorily producéd the strategy she intended,
she devised another.

The praCtice‘opportﬁnities, feedback, supervision, and non-threat-
ening environment were the same for both ...ining methods. The manipu-
lated variable was the manner of presentatiom ¢f the strategies. 1In
the first training method the strategies w:we E=esented as models to be
learned while in the eclectic training metizpd the sti-ategies were
created by the trainees. ' ‘

Subjects

‘Home economics students who planned to stufent Tz2ach during the
1970-71 academic year participated in the project (3=B4). These
students had already taken the traditional metThods courses. The train-
ing in teaching strategies was additional premaratiom. Those student
teaching fall quarter served as the baselin= group (F=34). They
received no special training in teaching strategies. Those teaching
winter quarter participated in the didactic training session fall
quarter (N=27) while those teaching spring guarter participated in the
eclectic training session winter quarter (N=23). h

;gﬂ;;"§tﬁd6ﬁt§fhéifseléptedfthé’quaftér f5¥]théitﬂstﬁdéﬁtﬁtéa¢hihg the
year earlier. No_bias,enferediint9 theirTse1éctionras they were unaware

of any experimental project at’ the timé they chose the quarter for
student teaching. e - B S '

‘Stuﬂéﬁﬁ’teéchéis ﬁeféf5é$igﬁéa'tbjétuﬂént'feéchiﬁg 6eﬁtefs across

’thé“statglbf'Nb:th;pakﬁta, wiphftwo‘drgthree,eéch quarter assigned in

west central Minnesota.” These centers arejrggularlnySed“by the Home
Economics Education Department. The enrollment in the participatiung
high schools.ranges from 100 to 350.

Superviéors Qf\thegstudEnt,ﬁéaéhefé,,both the high .school coopera-

ting teacher and the University supervisor, were urged to encourage the

student . teachers to try as many strategies és;pOSSibléféﬁdjtofvaryﬂfﬁh

‘ their:;géthiﬁg;5 The fallgquarterVStudént‘téache;s (who were not trained

in the use'6f strategies) were likewise encouraged to try' various

B ‘apprqaches to_tething'without‘anyjréfErence being made to ''strategies."

i

,,Thexvariétyidf‘téééﬁfﬁgmStfétégiééfexhibitéa by the two experi-

- mental rroups and the baselinergroup{was:mezsured.during the regular

e

M




student teaching experience. The fall quarter student teachers who
received no training in strategies recorded three lessons during their
student teach1n§ experience to provide baseline data on the teaching
behavlors used.’ Student teachers who recelved the training in
strategles were lnstrur*ed to record four 1es°on9 each week to provide
data on the varlety of strategles used The tapes were malled to the
University each Frlday,'coded and analyzed fcr ‘the teaching strategies
used.

The tape recordlngs were marked with a number only and were coded
by a graduate assistant who had been trained in the Joyce coding system.
This coding system has been used for several years in the depar’ zent's
research and comparison data were available. A ten percent sampliz of
the tapes (randomly selected) was coded by a second trained rater
(inter-rater reliability = .89).

The following procedure was used to compute the variety of strate-
gies score for each subject. Each taped lesson was coded. Coding
sheets for each recording were compared with the tez ching strategies
defined earlier. Each strategy used was tallied as to kind of strategy,
i.2., lecture, recitation, etc. The number of different strategies
recorded for each subject was totaled. For example, subject 1056
(trained eclectlcally) recorded: 8 lecture, 1 recitation, 1 amplified
recitation, 8 reflectlve, 2 prescrlptlve plannlng, and 6 pupil partlcl-
pation, for a variety score of 6.

In calculatlno the variety of strategles score for subjects trained
didaectically the four” speclflc strategles taught (i.e., Taba, Bruner,
Suchman and Ausubel) were not counted It was felt that to include
these 1n the variety score would artificially inflate the scores of the

didactic’ group.» These - subJects had ready—made labels'to ldentlfy these

R~ 1 7ext providea by ric [ B

four strategles whlch the eclectic group did" not have. Also 'in some
instances what a trainee said (on the tape)’ was a ‘Taba’ strategy, for
example, was not always a replltatlon of Taba's inductive strategy.
Therefore, the four SpGlelc strategles taught to the didactic group
were not: 1nc1uded 1n computlng ‘their varlety score, The variety scores
for both experlmental ‘groups (and the control group) were based solely
on the strategles def1ned ear11er.

RESULT'S o

20Prev:Luus utudiPS‘aCCESL to. the measurement of teacher: oehav10r us;ng
a sample of three lessons, e. 8es. Seperson, loc. eit. ~
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diffarences in the mean scores of the groups with respect to the variety
of feaching strategies exhibited could be attributed to chance. The
level of significance set for rejection of the null hypotheses was .05,

Summary data for the groups are reported in Table 1. The greatest
variety of teaching strategies was exhibited by those subjects trained
didactically, followed by those trained eclectically. The subjects in
the control group (not trained in strategies) r=corded the least variety
of strategies. : '

Table 1 Means and Standard Deviations for Variety of Teaching
Strategies by Groups

Variety of Teaching Strategies

Group M SD
Control
‘N=34" 2,68 0,90
Didactic
- N=27 4,44 1.45
Eclectic .
‘N=23 : 4,22 1.53

. The first hypothesis stated that there is no. difference between
those trained in teaching -strategies and those not trained with respect
to the variety of teaching strategies exhibited. For the testing of
thisghypothesis,rtheAexperimental%grpupgincluded all subjects trained
in strategies, both didactically and eclectically.  The results of the
_.two-sample t-tests for the difference between group means are reported
in Table 2. ;The hypothesis of no difference was rejectad. Each of
the experimental groups. (didactic and eclectic) differed significantly
from the control group. : ‘

.’Tabléié ngsEéioffSighifi;énééifbriDifféreﬁéé Bé;wéen GfQup:Means
2 ““on Variety of Teaching Strategies by Groups o

Groups e oo t value -~ ... df .. . ..p.value

;fﬁidacticf+aE¢1§ctiqwQ}ﬁConfrol*}%?;:5;75f _>w?,-.‘82 SIS < <0005 -

70005
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The s¢imnd hypothesis, i.s&., there is no relationship between the
training method used (didactiec or eclectic) and the variety of teaching
strategies exhibited was not rejected. The didactic method was equally
as effective in producing a variety of teaching strategies during the

student teaching period as the eclectic training method.¥*

Table 3 presents the frequency distribution of subjects in each
group on the variety:of teaching strategies recorded. Thi median number
of different strategies vecorded. by the didactically trafned group was
five, followed by four as the median for the eclectically tyained group,
and three for the control group.

'

Table 3 Distribution of Subjects by Variety of Teaching Strategies
Recorded (N=84)

Number of Different Strategies Recorded

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Didactic¥* 1 2 4 4 11 3 2
N=27 :

Eclectic 0 4 4 5 5 3 2
=23 .
Control 4 .9 15 , 6 .0 0 0
N-34"

* The four specific strategiES“taught to:this group were mnot included,

In 'Table &4 are reported the number of ‘subjects who recorded each
of the identified'stratégies;i'Lecturing;remained the ‘predominant
strategy (recorded by 76.3 percent of the subjects) although 20 subjects
did not record’ a lecturing strategy. ‘Teacher-pupil planning was the
strategy that was recorded least frequently (recorded by 10.7-percent
of the subjects). ’ : O '

, Tpe gpbjegts trained in strategies not only;recordgd_avgrgater
numbér of_stratégigslbqt_they;aISOjreéotdegﬁmore_of:thé strategies that

L el e

‘*NOTE;-ZWﬁéhithéfféur“spegifﬁcﬂspratégiéégtaﬁghtﬁﬁoithejdidadtiéngroupf‘f
‘»We¥eqin¢IUd?diin}théir’y??ieFYﬁfoétratégies‘Sﬁoﬁésuthehmean~waS”5-85

_ "'hféhfisuCbnsideféblyjmp:Ejthﬁhfthefﬁéanﬁ(4;44),ﬁiﬁhbdf‘thé‘éﬁecifié
' strategies included. K However, the variation in number of different

ficreased (SD=2.56). 'The 't value com-
etweeﬁ#thefmean,df%tﬁeﬁdidactic-gfdupgwithf
egies included and the mean of the eclectic.
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are infrequently observed in classrooms. Recent studies have showm
lecturing and recitation strategies to occur most frequently followed
by amplified recitation with_fewer than ten percent of the subjects
using reflective strategies.21 In this study the subjects trained in
strategies produced significantly more strategies that involve more
abstract ways of dealing with content and involve pupils more, e.g.,
reflective, pupil participation, and teachexr~pupil planniug.

Unhypothesized Findiqgg

Cooperating teachers and University supervisors reported that
trainees exhibited greater confidence and ease of adjustment to teach-
ing than those student teachers in the control group who did not receive
the training in teaching gtrategies. This was expected since the
trainees had experience in 'microteaching situations. Supervisors also
reported that higher level questions were asked by the project partici-
pants than by the other student teachers. "(This was also supported by
data from the coded lessons.)

Supervisors also reported that pupils in the classes taught by the
project participants appeared to be more interested and excited about
learning than pupils in the classes of the student teachers not trained
in strategies.

Most of the subjects trained didactically seemed to be able to
modify and adapt the strategies to fit their own teaching style and the
school situation. Some subjects, however, could not see how to actually
use the strategies they had been taught. Several solved this dilemma by
using the strategy as the introduction to the lesson. The strategy would
end rather abruptly and the teacher would switch to the actual lesson.

- Sometimes the concept taught in .the strategy had no relationship to the
concept(s) of the remainder of the lesson. : -

Other Analyses of Findings

Informal conversation with the trainees throughout the two train-
ing periods indicated that some trainees did not like the highly
structured didactic training method while others did not ‘like the un-
structured approach of the eclectic training method. While the
preference of a.student does mot necessarily indicate the kind. of
environment in which the student learns best, it can proyide clues and
“assist in. determining appropriate learnitg environments .22

.f218ee5;for éxampie,fthgﬁwé?kgbfjﬁqeﬁkéff&‘Ahlbrahd,*lbc;_cit.;_HUnt & -
Joyce, ‘loc. ¢it.; and Marphy ;- loc. 'eit SR Sl ‘

.22D.:E-‘Hgnt,]A coﬁééptﬁa1_1e%ei'maﬁcﬁing model for coordinating learnmer
gharazteristics'With eduqationa1‘approaches;'Iﬁterchange, 1970, 1,
68-82. e S y RLCnAneSs




_ Research in education is rather naive when it seeks to find the
most effective training method. The long-range requirement is for an
understanding of the factors that cause a student to respond to one
instructional plan rather than another. It seems more likely that one
kind of training (treatment) would be more effective with trainees
having certain.characteristics while another type of training weuld be
more effective with trainees possessing other characteristics. The
question of the interaction of kind of training required and certain
trainée characteristics has previously been raised.23 The attempt was
made in this study to identify the kind of students who did well (and
iess well) as a result of the training environment provided. :

Following the recommendations of Berliner and Cronbach and Snow,
regression analyses were used to analyze the interaction between apti-
tudes and treatments.24 A regression test was first used to measure
homogeneity of regression (F=0.249, ns). The finding of significant
heterogeneity signals the possibility of aptitude-treatment interaction.
However, since in this case the F value was not significant, this
approach was abandoned. '

Data were available on participants from. another research project.25
These data were analyzed for characteristics of subjects who did well
(defined as. producing five or more different strategies) as a result of
the didactic training as compared with the characteristics of subjects
who did poorly (defined as producing fewer than five strategies). Data
on subjects trained eclectically were also examined. No significant
differences were found. The method of training did not interact with
prior characteristics of the subjects. The students who did well as a
result of the didactic training did nocv differ from those who did poorly
as a result of the didactic training... The same was true for those sub-
jects trained eclectically. : o : R o

The data ﬁere,te-grouped to_compare-subjects who did well with those

23gee, for éxample; P, D;‘Murphy & M. M..Browﬁ, Condeptual systems and
teaching styles, American Educational Research Journal, 1970, 7, 529-540.

24D. C. Berliner, Aptitude-treatment interactions in two studies of
learning from lecture instructionm, paper read at American Educational
'Research Association ‘annual meeting, New York, 1971; ‘and L. J. Cron-
*:bach &*R;TE;“Sﬁbw;FIndiVidﬁalfdifferéncés7ih”1éérﬁihé ability as a '

*1fuﬁétibn“df*inStructioﬁalivétiables;“U;S;O;E.*CdntractfNoLjOEC64e6—
06l269¥12175€StanfbrdeniyerSiEy;’1969;*““@ . OREEes 0. T :

25pata svailable included scores on Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale Form Ej
~ Autonomy, Complexity, Thinking Introversion, and Theoretical Orienmta-
’ mriibus’ Personality. Imventory; Adormo's F Scale;
éatry's Interpersonal Adjective Check ist. =

. and the 16 sca £
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who did poorly regardless of the training method., There were no signif-
icant differemnces.

Cumulative grade-point averages were also obtained for the partici-
pants. There were no significant differences in mean grade-point
average For participants in the various groups. There was no relation-
ship between GPA and group or between GPA and the variety of strategies.

All attempts to identify characteristics that would account for the
effectiveness of one training method for some subjects rather than
others were unsuccessful. It appears that for trainees in home econom-

jes either training method is equally appropriate. It is also possible

that certain learning or accessibility characteristics other than
personality or academic achievement are influencing the interaction be-
tween treatment and the trainee. ‘

Discussion. of Findings

How the results of this study were affected by the difference in
the number of lessons recorded could not be determined. It is possible
that the more lessons the subject recorded the greater the possibility
for a wider variety of strategies to appear. The control group was
asked to record three lessons. Their scores on the variety of strate-
gies ranged from.one to four; scores on total number of strategies
recorded ranged from one to seven. Researchers have established that a
sample of three lessons gives an accurate estimate of a teacher's style
or pattern. However, these studies were not concerned with variety of
teaching behavior but rather with typical behavior.

The subjects in the didactic and eclectic groups were asked to
record four lessons each week, Not all of them did. . There was also

evidence to indicate that merely making more recordings did not in-

crease the variety of strategies. For example, one subject (trained
eclectically) recorded a total of 11 strategies: 10 lecture and 1
pupil participation; one subject (trained didactically) recorded a
total of 19 strategies: 15 lecture, 1 recitation, 1 amplified recita-
tion, and 2 pupil partigipatipn,;gThe1snbjécts were also all aware- of
the fact. that the project was concerned with variety of teaching

o I £ the eclectic training method seemed to be that it
built on the trainee's natural style. Unfortunately a.teachexr's natural
style seems to be-predominantly:lectur “and recitation .and these styles
have:been shown to.involve pupils;mini re alsodeficient,

higher levels. of thought in.the classroom.

s did not. understand the
 have difficulty in. know-

_ing how to use the content of the field.. Students in both training,

‘methods eéxperienced difficu ty in handling the content of home economics
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“in weys other than the traditional ones, i.e., how they remembered their
high school teacher taught or how the subject matter was taught by the
university professor. This appeared to be one of the advantages of the
didactic training method, for specific ways of dealing with content
were required in each of the strategies taught.

The choice of teaching strategies used by the teacher is affected
by the content to be taught and by the teacher's view of that content.
The training in strategies did give prospective teachers new views of
the content they were to teach. '

In this study all subjects "learned" a variety of teaching strate-
gies, i.e., could produce them. There may be an interaction between the
subject and the teaching environment rather than between the subject and
tha treatment (method of training). Situationel factors may influence
teaching behaviors. Emers and others have shown that the teaching style
exhibited is influenced by the type of feedback expected.26 The student
teacher probably expected that certain kinds of teaching would be
accepted and rewarded by the cooperating teacher. Some cooperating
teachers may have (consciously or unconsciously) encouraged or dis-~
couraged the student teacher from trying a variety of new teaching be-
haviors. While the type of feedback the trainees expected and received
was controlled by the investigator during the training period it could
not be controlled during the student teaching experience. During the
training the attempt was made to establish. the norm or expectation of 4
"doing something different" and trainees were rewarded for producing a
variety of teaching strategies, while in the student teaching center
rewards may very well have been contingent on other behaviors. . The time
of the year invwhich,thg[Student teaching‘was.done:may.also,have been a.
situational facter influencing the results. Many cooperating teachers
are more willing to let a student teacher try new things during the
winter term, for the cooperating teacher feels she still has. the spring i
in which to get some ''real teaching domne' and get the class back on the k
track, . The cooperating teacher who has a student teacher during the :
spring quarter is more apt to feel that not as much time is available
for experimenting and the "material must be covered,".

CONCLUSIONS

This study.has demonstrated. that the teaching behaviors. of pre-.
‘service teaChers;éan;be;changed;andﬁtheirwrepertbirexofgstraqégies.ﬂf

: i ; ..'1f .teacher:
_education programs. are;concerned.that.teachers can teach:in,a variety T

increased by providing training in teaching: strategies.

of ways and.that they use strategies other than lecture and reeitation,
~itiiﬁane9€$?§FY»FQQP¥9vid€;90méﬁépecific;trainingﬁin.qthErggtrategies.ru

»26E;‘T;,Eméré,;et‘ai;;frhé;éfféét7ofiféedbaék:é#ﬁéctgﬁéyfbﬁf:eACHer_
‘traipegsf_preferenceifor tegghing{style,_paper“readfat,AmEfi¢an o
Educational ResearchsASSopiation-annual:meetiﬁg,'Minneapolis; 1970. .
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Merely telling the prospective teacher about other ways of teaching,
i.e., inquiry teaching, inductive strategies, and cooperative or teacher-
pupil planning, is not sufficient to enable him to have these strategies
as a part of his available repertoire. - Opportunities to practice ‘the
new behaviors-are also needed. :

There were no d1fferences in the results of the two tralnlng
methods, i.e., the didactic and eclecLic training- methods were equally
effect1ve in bringing about change in the home economics student teach-
er's behaVLor.

The use- of classroom observational systems was a necessary part of
the tralnlng in that it provided teachers with a way to verbalize and -
discriminate among teaching behaviors. Realization is needed that what
the teacher does is a means. of llmltlng and prescribing what the. pupll'
may do. To lllustrate, if the teacher continually asks low-level,
recall- type questlons, pupils are not permitted to theozlze or express
their own ideas. If content is ‘treated prescrlptlvely ‘and as absolute

‘rather than relatlve, puplls do' not have the: opportunlty to manlpulate

content in.a var1ety of ways. - The 1nteractlon patterns that were evi-
dent from the use:of the: observatlonal systems made this quite obvious.
A narrow question by ‘the teacher was almost always followed by a '
structured response by a pupil.” The use of the observational systems
ass1sted 1n maklng the tra1nees "1nquirers" into the teaching process.

The student teachers trained in strategies were more flex1ble in
that they exhibited a ‘greater varlety of teacher behaviors, permitted a
greater variety of. pupil behaVLors, allowed high' school pupils to play
a more’ active role in the classroom, did’ proportlonately less talking
thus permitting more pupil talk, and were less dominant and controlling
in the classroem than the student teachers not tralned in strategles.

Tralnlng in teachlng strategles is not seen as a panacea ‘for all
the ills of teacher preparation. . The training in strategles did little
to help the trainees select: relevant content to teach, for example.-

This study needs to be repeated Several factors. may have in-
fluenced the outcomes. The var1atlon in the number of tape recordlngs

“made: needs to be controlled.. The:order of the training:may have: in-

fluenced the results because of. communlcatlon leakage between the two
groups” and the resultlng expectatlons aroused in“the tralnees. “In
repeatlng the- experlment the  order 'should’ be reversed l.e., offer Lhe

~eclectic: tralnlng first,” followed by the d1dact1c tralnlng. "The "

_efflcacy of training. in- teach:ng strategles cannot really be. determlned
until it is offered: in: place ‘of ‘the tradltlonal methods courses. it may
also’ be’ feaSLble to use other: tralnees as superv1sors for mlcroteachlng




csessions as. Wood has done to reduce the demands on the department's
resources .27

The study also needs to be continued over time. Do the training
effects wash out or do first-year teachers who were trained in strate-
gies continue to exhibit a greater variety of strategies._ .

It was the 1nvestigator 8 expeotation that the eclectic training
would be more effective than the didactic. . The evidence did not
support this. It would be worthwhile to repeat the experiment to de-
termine if the classes were. really homogeneous and to try to isolate
other variables that may have influenced the results. The question can
also be raised regarding the influence:of the cooperating teacher, 1If
she had also been trained in the use of strategies the results might
have been different. It is,. of course, possible that the results could
be- accounted for solely on the basis of the Hawthorne effect. Repeating
the experiment could assist in answering that important question.

‘ﬁ,WoodV&“R?ft}fHealey, wToratory in: communicatiOn skills,
“paper ‘read at Biemnial® Meeting of Canadian University Te"’hers of
Home Economics, Winnipeg, Manitoba June 1971. ';ﬂﬁ”'
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APPENDIX

Adaptation of Joyce Manual for Analyzing
“The Oral Communications of Teachers

The S-1 Sanctioning search behavior category was divided into two
categories, S-1 and S-a (S-a being a new, additional category). The S-1
castegory was retained as "sanctioning search behaviocr'" and the S-a
category designated as "sanctioning student self-expression.”" The
explanation of the change follows.

S-a:. Sanctioning student self-expression. The behavio= being
rewarded. or punished is the student's attempt to express him-~
self, in literature, art, or opinion. The student is express-
ing himself, and the self-expression is being sanctioned. This
,self-expressioh often takes the form of relating personzl ex-

.. periences. “This ' category (S-a) has been:added. to correspond
tc the I-2 category of handling information..The S-1 category -
is thus reserved solely for the sanctioning of search behavior
and now corresponds more directly with the I-1 category.
Examples:

T: Do you think spanking is a desirable form/of discipline
in this instance? (I-2)

S: Well, it seems to me he really needed to be spanked, but
good. (R-1)

T: Hmm, hmm. (Teachers often use 'comments'" of this type
that allow or encourage the student to express his

ideas.) (S-a)

S: I remember I didn't like being spanked and I don't think
you need to spank. (R-1)

-T: 1t has-prqbably-happéned to all of us, hasn't it? (S-a)

»MédificatiOn:ofxﬁbyce:SySEeﬁifbf‘Coding;StudentfBéhaviors

. - Since the-baSicisYQtemchdesaoniy:teadhervbehaviofs-the~following
féategories;have'begn.added-ingorder;to;allow;for*the coding of student
behaviors., = N . : o ‘ L ’

,Ccmmunications'%y?StudentS"are coded by placing them.in.one of two
“ecategories for student communications: - T o ‘

S R-ﬂS;uQEnE*#espbﬁSefto teacher . - ‘
-+ U 'Unsolicited:or student initiated ~ -
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STUDENT RESPONSE

The teacher solicits a response from the student by asking & ques-
tion, calling om him by name, or otherwise indicating she intends a
reply. The studlent's response to. the teacher's solicitation is coded as
R. The subcatezory numbers (1, 3, 5) indicate the kind of response the
student giwes, These subcategory numbexrs correspond to the Information
subcategoxies of the teacher's communications.

R-1: Student original response. The R-1 category is used to indicate a
student's "original" comtribution in response to the teacher's solici-
tation. This is a creative cognitive contribution that is relevant to
the topic or solicitation at hand. It includes a student's giving
perceptions, ©opinions, expressing preferences, raising hypotheses, and
making infewremces. It tends to occur with teacher behaviors of I-1,
1-2, P-1, amd ¥-2. Examples:

T: What #@o you think about Susy's (character in case study)
. decii=ion to go steady? (1-2) :

_ g: It seems to me she is sacrificing some of the things she .
said she valued, such as independence, in making that de-
cision., (R-1)

R-3: Student pre-structured response. The R-3 category is used to in-
dicate student's 'pre-structured' contribution that follows along some
pre-cstablished line of thinking in response to the teacher's solicita-
tion. It usually occurs following the I-3 teacher behavior. The teacher
is looking for certain pre-specified responses and the student supplies
them. They may or may not be 'correct' or what the teacher is looking
for., This student behavior shows no real originality, creativity, or
discretional activity on the part of the student. Examples:

T: What are the f&ﬁr.typésvdflsaléd? (1-3). ,
S: Appetizer, accompaniment, main dish, and dessert. (R-3)
T: .That's right. (S-3) -

tually_irrelevant‘:espon5e~following{a solicitation by the teacher.
These are student responses that digress from.what is going on at the
moment: in the classroom. It-is a miscellaneous 'catch-all" category for
student .responses that are not relevant to the .solicitation. Examples:

R-5: Student irrelevant response, _The R75‘¢ategdry'iﬁdi¢ates a contex-

T: Who can give me an exsmple of a main dish salad? (1-3)
. 8: I.don't like salads. -(R=5) .. = - .. ' -

EICEENE

_ UNSOLIGITED OR STUDENT INTTIATED BEHAVIOR -

4 'When the student initiates talk with is‘mot solicited by the
" teacher it is:'coded as-U. i§~qateééryfihcluaéS;Studéntfbéhavior‘that




js not im respermse to any solicitation by the teacher. The U category
includes simud’ =t questions relating to procedures, routines, or content
as well as 5t. dent statements. The symbol U is used to designate any
unsolicited = udent statement. Subcategories of U relate to other
categories Zz the basic system. Context of the uns011c1ted comment as
well as #ts' zontent is considered in coding.

U-~-P: Unswliicfzed comment relating to procedure. The category of U-P
is used to .cnde student unsolicited comments or unsolicited student
questions ‘thst welate to routines and/or procedures. This category
relates tw =—he& P categories of the basic system. Examples:

I thimlkx e should check tbe plan now.
What pg=gsn is it?

What &3iF wou say?

I don's mmderstand the assignment.
Let' S;agL»Dut early today.

U-S: Unsolicited sanctioning comments. The U-S category is used to
code studermt wmsolicited comments that are of.a rewarding or sanction-
ing nature. fis with teacher sanctioning.statements they may have a
positive or megative connotation. ' Examples:

My, your dress is pretty (to teacher or another student). (U~5+)
You sutz zre a dumb teacher. (U-S-)

U-I: Unsolicited comments pretaining to information. This:category is
used to designate student unsolicited comments related to the content

or information of the lesson. Student responses to comments made by
other students dealing with' content (no intervening. solicitaticns by
the teacher) =m=re categorized here. Student comments relative to infor=-
mation must, ‘mowever, be unsolicited by the teacher and must be
relevant. Student unsolicited comments are more likely to occur follow-
ing teacher I~I and I-2 communications. They may not occur following
teacher I-3 communications as these are solicitations for pre-structured
student resmonses (R-3). In-a true discussion (one that meets the
criteria fom d1scus31on, rather than recitation) 1nstances of unsolic—
'1ted studemt remarks are qulte frequent. Examples'

‘Ti"Wh;le walklng to’ achool today T° observéd two three~year
~olds: playing on the sidewalk. (I-4) One child's: dréss
was' tattered -and dirty. "(I-4)  ‘The other' child'was mneat
. and clean.  (I-4) And so-early in the- day,.too. (I-5)%
-5t Some: children:start ‘out the 'day dirty. ' (U~L) - R
S2: But .some:children just get: dirty faster than. others. (U-I)

*Tf the teacher had cont1nued by say1ng; "What do you thlnk about
~children being. d1rty while playlng°ﬂ_or gome such:remark,. the student
: comments wagdd have been; coded"as R-Irrather than_as U-I.
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T: What do we mean by growth patterns? (I-3)

S: TIt's a general trend -- the way growth takes place. (R-3)
S2: A pattern fluctuates, has ups and downs. (R-3)

S3: And pleateaus, too. (R-3)

NOTE: 1In the above .-example, these are not unsolicited comments
but rather several students responding to the same
teacher solicitation.

U-5: TUnsolicited irrelevant student comments. Irrelevant student com-
ments are coded as U-5. This category differs from R-5 in that U-5-are
~unsolicited while R-5 are irrelevant comments in response to teacher

solicitation.

/?/ 1Inaudible student response. The symbol /?/ is used for inaudible
student responses.
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